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Parker C J. in Phrantzes v. Ar%enti* 'if the machinery by way
of remedies here is so different from that in Greece as to make
the right sought to be enforced a different right, that right
would not, in my judgment, be enforced in this country/ The
position is well illustrated by an American case, where:

A widow brought an action in Texas to recover compensation for the
death of her husband which had been wrongfully caused by the defen-
dants in Mexico. By Mexican law the only relief possible was a decree
of periodical payments liable to be increased or decreased according to
future circumstances; by the law of Texas the only relief possible was
the final award of a lump sum.2

It was held that the Texas court could neither make an award
in the Mexican sense, since its procedure was not designed to
such an end, nor could it award a lump sum, since this would
be to alter the extent of the substantive right.

An English illustration is afforded by Phrantzes v. Argenti
Argenti w}\ich was concerned with the Greek law relating to the obliga-
tion of a man to provide a dowry for his son-in-law. By that law,
a father is obliged to establish a dowry for his daughter on her
marriage, the amount of which depends inter alia upon his
fortune, the number of his children and the social position of
himself and his son-in-law. If a father fails to fulfil this obliga-
tion, his daughter, and she alone, has a cause of action to compel.
him to enter into a dowry contract not with herself, but with her
husband. If the father is abroad, he may be directed by the
Greek court to conclude the contract wherever he may happen
to be, in the presence either of a public notary or the Greek
consul.

It was against this background that Mrs. Phrantzes brought an action
in England against her father, claiming a declaration that she was
entitled to be provided with a dowry and petitioning that the amount
properly due to her should be assessed.

Q-B. *9> at PP- 35-36.

2 Slater v. Mexican Nat. Ry. Co. (1904), 194 U.S. 120; Lorenzen, p* 392*
But see SchmithoflF, English Conflict of Laws* p. 3 5 5, who cites Baschtt v. London
Illustrated Standard (iqoo), 69 LJ. (Ch.) 35. In that case an action was brought
for. an infringement of copyright that had been acquired in France. Kekewich J.
granted an injunction, though no such remedy was known to French law. It is
submitted that this decision does not conflict with the statement in the text that
the English remedy must harmonize with the right as recognized by the Itxc&usat*
The judge was required by the International Copyright Act to protect a right that
had been^acquired under French law. He, therefore, was justified in affording
to the plaintiff the English form of protection*